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this manner, rather than by supposing that any su-
pernatural cause intervened."*" Such is this author's
judgment of one of the two exhibitions of miraculous
power with which our Saviour specially and singularly
gifted His Apostles, and by which they, in matter
of fact, converted the world. The question is not,
whether in particular cases its apparent exercise may
not be suspicious and inconclusive, for Douglas is
speaking against the gift as such; so that a heathen
of Ephesus would have been justified on his principles
in demanding of St. Paul to see a man raised from the
dead, before he believed in Christ And such was
the nature of the demand made by Autolycus upon
St. Theophilus at the end of the second century, and
Middleton and Gibbon justify it, and seem moreover
to consider the mere silence of Theophilus to be a
proof that such a miracle was utterly unknown in his
days, as if resurrections abounded in the Acts.s

90. Again, St. Peter cured ./Eneas of the palsy,

" and all that dwelt at  Lydda and Saron saw him,

. and turned to the Lord ;" but the Bishop would have

* Page 146. Douglas is speaking here primarily of the
Church of Rome; afterwards he apparently refers to the pas-
sage when speaking of the Primitive Church, p. 236.

g Defecere etiam mortuorum excitationes. Certe Autolyco
roganti ut vel unum ostenderet qtii fuisset e mortuis revocatus,
ita respondit Theophilus quasi vel unum dcmonstrare minime
potuerit. Dodw. in Iron. Dissert ii. 44. Jortin is more cau-
tious. " It is probable," he says, " from his [Theophiius's]
silence, that he had heard of no instance of such a miracle in